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Lett 1S to zf he r11meb

RS TS “Hof the Russxan clmms and aho . ' _ . FOIAb3b
Realistic - Appraisal® of Industnal igntoz;: the ?C;CLP in United States out- ) :

- Capabiliti £ R Ur put, it would be unwarranted to esti-

pabilitics of Russia ged mate 1958 Soviet industrial output

at any less than 45 per cent of ours.

Using this 45 per cent ratio, and

7 he writer of the followmg lcttez

is & member af thc staff of the Rus-
st Res'em'ch Conter of Harvapd ;the quite “sane” estimate of expected
University, " s oo T iSoviet rate of industrial growth of

iy . I8 to 10 per cent and expected United
'Io THEED ‘ZQ&QREHE New YorK TIMas: iStates rate of industrial growth of

J‘dlen Dullesk in his speech re-j3 to 4 per cent, one finds that in:

pm el ot ABTIS, clearly intended to 1870 Soviet industrial output will’
alert the ‘American people to the be from T0 to 100 per cent of ours.'
dangel of the Russian economic, Moreover, even in the most favorable
challenge. He warned against thej¢ase (Russian rate -of. ingdustrial;
s;prea.d of “comforting illusion(s)” gI'OWth,'S per cent; United Sta,tes, 4
lwhich : serve as “false - "tran-i per cent) the Russians threaten to
quilizer(s).” It is therefore regret- catch up to us in aggregate indus-
|table that the estcemed dirdttor of trial output in about twenty years,
the Centlal Intelligénce Agency in-j i e, ‘before 1080,
advertently provided a “false tran-{ The conclusion to be drawn is ‘that
iiilizer™ of hiy own’ iwhen he stated o' industrial supremacy is not|
that Soviet industual output 1970 something which, at present rates
will e only 60 per cent of 6urs. This of gmwth,..will last indefinitely. In
COTTSEtig" prociamation-wag unfor- | fact, it will most likely last “only
tunately carried ag the lead item by another ten to twenty years.
the press (Including The New York Assurances to the contrary, how-
Times) and the radio, thus distorting{SVer unintended, do' not perform a
the meaning of the speech, giving it{service to the American people.]
soothing rather than stimulating Surely the lesson of sputnik is that
overtones, : ‘ we must be realistic in our appraisal
This 1s especially regrettable since of Russian capabilities. It is neces-
the 1970, comparison |_made by sary now for‘ us to-assess xealispi-
L T AR analysts is open to semous cally the Soviet economic challenge| -

- e are two key “elements|and. upon’ this. realistic assessment
qﬂ% o build our 1esponse to this"challenge,

First, an estimate of the current{.
(1958) ratio of Soviet to Unlted
States industrial output, and second,;
an estimate of the expected rates ef1
industrial growth in each country. -
As for the ecurrent ratio, Mr.
* |Dulles stated: “Our own analyses of
Soviet industrial output last year
concluded that it was not more than
40 per cent of our own.” It is Qiffi-
cilit to understand what'was meant |
By his statement, for ithe analysis
veTérred to”did not pextam to 1958|
at al% but m?hex to 1906 R
o AR&tio of Growtlt
. In a speech repotted in The Times
Aprll 20, 1958, Mr, Dullag’ said that!
,uovxet industrial output in 1956 was;
{40 per cent of ours. In the inter-
vemng two years, however, it has; R ’ \
been claimed that Russian Industry, :
has grown at an annual rate of 10‘
per cent while our industrial outs|
put in 1958 was actually 6 per cent
lower than it was in 1866, This
implies that starting from €. I, A's
own caleculations for 1956, in 1958
Hoviet industual output was more
than §0 mercentofours. . o . - |
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